In April 2017, an article written by Dr. Derek Pyne was published in the Journal of Scholarly Publishing. This letter to the editors interprets and critiques the results in that paper's Table 5 (page 152 in the original and reproduced below), which claims to provide evidence of financial compensation for publication in Jeffrey Beall-listed open access journals (i.e., predatory journals). The article's title clearly claims that there are rewards. The article's abstract further states to readers that the rewards are monetary: 'In terms of financial compensation, these publications [i.e., in predatory journals] produce greater rewards than many non-predatory journal publications. ' 1 These conclusions are incorrect, as there is insufficient evidence to reject the assumed null hypothesis of predatory publications having no impact on salary. Such publications could have no effect, or a negative or positive effect, assuming the model is correct. For example, I constructed a confidence interval, 95% CI [−0.149, 0.016], for Beall and ranked publications in model 2 ('Reduced model' in Table 5 ), which had a non-significant (negative) coefficient. How can these publications be preferred to B-ranked publications, for example, given their 95% CI [−0.128, −0.004]?
What is more puzzling is that the variable the study hinged on, Beall's and unranked journals, is dropped from model 1 to model 2, because of the high p-value of 0.487, almost equal to that of a coin toss. Even then, Pyne claims these journals were preferred. I do not understand the rationale for removing the most critical variable of interest from the statistical model yet drawing conclusions emphasizing the beneficial effects as if it were present. Pyne theorizes that faculty members, by publishing in Beall's listed journals, can quickly satisfy their publishing requirements and then are free to pursue teaching overloads for financial compensation. There is no evidence, significant or not, reported to tie financial rewards to so-called quick and easy publications in Beall-listed journals. The statistical analysis confounds overload income with publication record. Overloads are a signal of the scarcity of resources to provide education to an expanding student body.
Furthermore, the results show that associate professor rank is not statistically different (i.e., significant) from assistant professors' salary (p-value 0.718) and is dropped from model 2. However, academic rankings and annual salary step-increases, determined by the collective agreement of the university under study, are the two variables for base salary determination, and there is a significant interaction term between the two. The absence of an interaction term in the 'Salary model' is a serious misspecification error leading to biased estimated impacts on salary. For salary movement through annual steps in the pay scale, the use of an imperfect proxy, 'years since first publication, ' is problematic for an econometric analysis. Automatic annual step-increases are an important variable for salary determination, but the results show them as not statistically significant (p-value 0.164). This non-significance is not surprising given the misspecified model and the measurement error. If an independent variable is measured with error, the estimated coefficients using the least-squares technique are biased and inconsistent. 2 Unfortunately, the study suffers from very low statistical power and bias that have been observed in economic research. A recent study examining numerous economic papers found size effects to be 100 per cent inflated, and one-third of these studies had size effects biased in the order of at least 300 per cent. 3 The size effects of research awards, journal rankings, and the average publications per year of Table 5 also suggest an inflated effect pattern. For example, Table 5 shows that salary drops by an exaggerated 48 per cent for those who had a research award relative to those who had no research award. How does one interpret this strange (financial) disincentive result of research awards? There is no cause and effect between having received research awards, relative to those that did not, and salary.
In sum, an objective analysis results in a very different conclusion from that provided by Dr. Pyne. Namely, the statistical evidence in Table 5 does not show that faculty with publications in Beall's listed journals were financially compensated relative to those who did not have such publications at the small business school in Canada.
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